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ABSTRACT 
The study examined the efficacy of individualizing instructional interventions for 
fourth grade struggling readers. The lowest performing students were selected and 
individual pre-test measures were obtained using the Reading Fluency Indicator, the Test 
of Word Reading Efficiency, and subtests ofthe Woodcock-Johnson III. Eligible students 
were placed in one of two conditions; Learning Profile Intervention (LPI) or Reading 
Level Intervention (RLI). In addition to classroom instruction, students in both groups 
received 30 minutes of daily, small-group, pull-out instruction. Instruction for the LPI 
group was designed to meet their individual literacy needs with an emphasis on either 
fluency, comprehension or word study. Instruction for the RLI group consisted of a 
variety of instructional components designed to meet the varied needs ofthe group. The 
results demonstrated that students benefited from the additional instruction in both 
conditions, and there was preliminary data suggesting a steeper learning trajectory for 
students in the RLI group. Helping students to read fluently with comprehension at grade 
level has far reaching implications for success at school. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
Statement of the Problem 
There is a high incidence of reading failure, and current approaches for 
intervention and correction of reading difficulty are not working (Hehir, Grindal, & 
Eidelman, 2012; National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) (National Center 
for Education Statistics, 2010, July 11 ). Given the complexity of the factors affecting 
successful reading development, it is important that we help students manage the 
enormity of the many tasks facing them and provide instructional materials that help 
them pay attention to and develop the specific skills needed to become proficient readers 
(Allington, 2011; Gersten, Compton, Connor, Dimino, Santoro, Linan-Thompson, & 
Tilly, 2008, Torgesen, 1998). Some researchers have interpreted this to mean that 
interventions should provide a balance of instructional components (phonemic awareness, 
decoding, fluency, comprehension, vocabulary) known to have a positive impact on 
reading achievement (Jenkins, Peyton, Sanders, & Vadasy, 2004; Vadasy, Sanders, & 
Peyton, 2005; Vaughn, Wanzek, Murray, Scammacca, & Linan-Thompson, 2009). Others 
argue that "one size fits all interventions" will not have the impact on reading 
achievement that individualized interventions can have (Dorn, 2008, 201 0; McDonald-
Connor, Morrison, & Katch, 2004; McDonald-Connor, Piasta, Fishman, Glasney, 
Schatschneider, Crowe, et al. , 2009; McDonald-Connor, 2011; Piasta, Connor, Fishman, 
& Morrison, 2008; Scanlon, Gelzheiser, Vellutino, Schatschneider, & Sweeney, 2008). 
1 
As expressed by McDonald-Conner (2004), "An implicit and largely untested 
assumption in much literacy research is that specific instructional practices will be 
equally effective for all children" (p. 306). Many suggest (e.g., Klenk & Kibby, 2000; 
Mathes, Denton, Fletcher, Anthony, Francis, Schatschneider, 2005; McDonald-Connor, 
2007) that effective instruction results from providing a match between student skills and 
instructional variables; and yet, precise ways of understanding what this match should be 
continue to elude us. As Mathes and colleagues (2005) noted, " It has yet to be determined 
whether individual characteristics of struggling readers can be identified that will assist 
practitioners in matching interventions to learner needs. To date, few researchers have 
entertained the idea that there may be an interaction between learner characteristics and 
the efficacy of specific approaches" (p. 151 ). 
An additional source of confusion is the lack of a clear distinction between 
diagnoses of reading disability and learning disability (Allington, 2009; Buly & Valencia, 
2002; Dom, 2008; Klenk & Kibby, 2000; Lipson & Wixson, 2009). As noted by the 
President' s Commission on Excellence in Special Education (2002), "the lack of 
consistently applied diagnostic criteria for SLD (Specific Learning Disability) makes it 
possible to diagnose almost any low- or under-achieving child as SLD" (p. 25). To rule 
out inadequate instruction as a factor in children's reading failure, the Commission 
recommended that eligibility determination for special education services include data-
based documentation of instructional interventions provided in the general education 
classroom, prior to recommendation for special services. In the words of members of the 
Commission, "In the absence of this documentation, many children who are placed into 
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special education are essentially instructional casualties and not students with 
disabilities" (p 26). 
Distinguishing between a diagnosis of reading difficulty and learning disability is 
important because different diagnoses typically result in different approaches to 
instruction. Once students are labeled as learning disabled, teachers or specialists prepare 
an individual education plan (IEP) with the intent of providing targeted and specialized 
instruction to meet measurable, individualized learning goals. IEP's are typically based 
on an assumption that children' s learning difficulties are related to processing difficulties 
rather than to the quality or appropriateness of instruction (Klenk & Kibby, 2000). This 
assumption, in tum, leads teachers and specialists to offer children a specialized 
curriculum purportedly designed to be more in line with the child' s abilities. However, an 
examination of these plans reveals that recommendations typically target the frequency of 
intervention (i.e., hours per day or per week) and the area being targeted (reading 
support), rather than the particular nature of the instructional focus (Lipson, Chomsky-
Higgins & Kanfer, 2011).) Although well intentioned, the prescribed curriculum is often 
substantially different and more slowly paced than the general education curriculum. The 
unintended consequence, then, is that students identified as having special educational 
needs have fewer opportunities than their typically-performing peers to acquire the skills 
and strategies of the general education curriculum (Allington, 2013). Furthermore, 
lowered expectations on the part of teachers, parents, and the student can result in a self-
fulfilling prophecy of lower achievement (Allington, 2009; Hehir, Grindal & Eidelman, 
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2012; International Reading Association position paper, 1995; President's Commission, 
2002; Stanovich, 1986). 
Recent research provides some evidence that lower levels of achievement need 
not be the accepted learning trajectory for children who struggle to learn to read. Rather, 
effective and targeted interventions that are implemented at the fust sign of difficulties 
and closely monitored can result in learning gains that approximate those of higher-
performing peers. Interventions of this sort can be expected to close the early 
achievement gap (Clay, 1967; Mathes et aL, 2005) and prevent the diagnosis of reading 
disability (Kaiser, Roberts, & McLeod, 2011). Furthermore, considering a student's 
response to early intervention can help to distinguish between "experienced-based" and 
"biologically-based" cognitive deficits (Dorn, 2008). That is, children who respond 
readily to planned interventions provide evidence that their deficit was based on a 
mismatch between their instructional needs and their classroom experiences. Those who 
do not respond to intervention are more likely to have a learning disability that is 
interfering with their learning progress. 
The complexity of the mismatch between instructional needs and classroom 
experiences is best understood when we consider the wide range of individual learning 
profiles. Buly & Valencia (2002) examined the reading performance of students who 
failed to demonstrate proficiency on the state reading assessment but who were not 
receiving special education services. They administered multiple measures designed to 
assess key reading components including word identification, phonemic awareness, 
comprehension, reading fluency, and vocabulary. They also collected data on writing 
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ability, home language and socio-economic status. Cluster analysis on the mean 
descriptive data resulted in 6 distinct student profiles; 18% were Automatic Word Callers 
(strong work identification, weak comprehension), 15% were Struggling Word Callers 
(weak word identification, weak comprehension), 17% were Word Stumblers (weak word 
identification, strong comprehension), 24% were Slow Comprehenders (strong word 
identification and comprehension, weak fluency), 17% were Slow Word Callers (strong 
word identification, weak comprehension and fluency), and Disabled Readers (weak in 
word identification, meaning and fluency). Buly and Valencia concluded "reading failure 
is multifaceted and it is individual ... beneath each failing score is a pattern of 
performance that holds the key to improved reading instruction and, consequently, 
improved reading ability" (p232). 
In summary, we know that children struggle to learn to read for a variety of 
reasons (Buly & Valencia, 2002; Kucan & Palincsar, 2011; NRP, 2000) and that reading 
failure can often be prevented (Allington & Walmsley, 2007; Vaughn et al., 2009; 
Scanlon et al. 2008). What we need to know is whether identifying individual learning 
profiles of struggling readers can assist practitioners in matching interventions to learner 
needs in later elementary grades (Juel & Minden-Cupp, 2000; McDonald-Connor et al. 
2004, 2007) and whether individualized interventions are more effective than standard 
protocols (Denton et al., 2006; Gersten et al. , 2008; Wanzek & Vaughn, 2007). Finally, 
we also need to establish the conditions that are necessary to provide effective literacy 
instruction in schools. This, then, was the focus ofthe present study. 
Purpose of the Study 
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The purpose of the study was to examine the effects of instructional interventions 
based on individual learning profiles of fourth-grade children experiencing reading 
difficulty. The lowest-performing students based on end-of-third-grade reading 
benchmark assessments were matched based on performance levels and received one of 
two intervention conditions: an intervention targeted to their specific learning need 
(fluency, comprehension or word solving) or an intervention including instruction in all 
three literacy domains. The research questions was: 
1. Do fourth grade, below-level readers who receive a Learning Profile 
Intervention (LPI) based on their specific literacy needs (fluency, 
comprehension, or word solving) outperform their peers who receive a 
Reading Levels Intervention (RLI)). 
It was expected that providing students with individualized intervention plans 
developed in response to careful analysis of student assessment data would lead to 
accelerated learning (Dom & Henderson, 2010, McDonald-Connor, 2011) when 
compared with students receiving a "one-size-fits-all" standard intervention based on 
their reading level as determined by classroom benchmark assessments. 
Research Gap/ Significance 
Students who struggle to read do so for a wide variety of reasons (Lipka, Lesaux, 
Siegel, 2006). The wide range of skill profiles both within and between groups of learners 
reinforces the importance of developing targeted interventions to address the needs of 
individual learners, in spite of the label they may have received (Dom & Schubert, 2008; 
Torgesen, 2007). 
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Although there is a widely-held belief that instruction differentiated on the basis 
of assessment data is sound practice, a recent review panel (Gersten, Compton, Connor, 
Dimino, Santoro, Linan-Thompson, & Tilly, 2009) found few empirical studies that 
examined this practice and none at the upper elementary grades (McDonald-Connor, 
2011). 
This study is expected to make a significant contribution to the literature because 
it will provide evidence of the effects of targeted interventions for older struggling 
readers (grade four) , a population that has been understudied in relation to reading 
interventions of this type. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
Review of the Literature 
It has been well established that early literacy intervention can prevent many 
reading problems (Clay, 1989; Denton & Mathes, 2003; Mathes et al. , 2005; Snow, 
Burns, & Griffin, 1998; Vellutino, 2010); that we can provide professional development 
such that real schools and teachers can implement these interventions (Clay, 1991; 
Mathes & Torgesen, 1998; Scanlon, Gelzheiser, Vellutino, Schatschneider, & Sweeney, 
2008); and that the teacher, rather than the program, makes the difference in achieving 
these goals (Allington & Johnson, 2002; Bond & Dykstra, 1967; Duffy & Hoffman, 
1999; Pressley, Wharton-McDonald, Allington, Block, Morrow, & Tracey, 2001; 
Scanlon et al., 2008). 
In addition to our understanding of the importance of early and targeted 
interventions, critical components of reading that all students must master to become 
competent readers have been identified. These components include phonemic awareness, 
phonics, word recognition, fluency, comprehension, spelling, writing, and vocabulary 
(Adams, 1990; NRP, 2000; Cassidy, Valadez & Garrett, 2010; Gentry, 2005; Snow et al., 
1998). Furthermore, experts generally agree that if what we have learned about effective 
reading instruction was reflected in instructional plans, then nearly all students could 
reach grade level expectations (Allington, 2011; Mathes et al., 2005; Vellutino, 1996). 
Unfortunately, this is not the case. Kucan and Palincsar (2011) point to a 300% 
increase in the numbers of students identified as learning disabled since this label was 
first adopted, with 80% of these characterized as reading disabled. The complexity of the 
8 
construct of reading disability is reinforced by Allington (2011) who argued that, "After 
more than a quarter-century there is still no reliable psychometric instrument, battery, or 
process to identify which children might be learning disabled" (p. 243). Moreover, 
identifying students as learning disabled has not been shown to accelerate their learning 
(Allington & MeGill-Franzen, 1996; Denton, Vaughn & Fletcher, 2003; Scanlon et al., 
2008; Vaughn, Linan-Thompson, & Hickman, 2003; Vellutino, 2010). Scanlon and 
colleagues (2008) further noted: "It is now widely acknowledged that many students 
currently identified as learning disabled would not have been identified if instruction had 
been appropriately targeted and responsive" (p.1). Moreover, Vellutino (2010) located 
the cause of misidentification within approaches to assessment: 
" ... psychometric/exclusionary approaches to the identification of Learning Disability 
were unduly inflating the number of struggling readers being diagnosed as "disabled 
learner" in our public schools, owing to the use of imprecise and often invalid assessment 
techniques on the part of practitioners" (p. 6). 
The purpose of this review is to examine and summarize accumulated evidence 
about what is known about highly effective instructional intervention plans and to 
identify areas where more research is needed. 
The literature review will focus on two areas: First, I will provide an historical 
overview regarding the identification of reading disability and the complexity of the 
construct. Next, I will review the research on effective instructional practices for 
meeting the needs of struggling readers from two different perspectives: special 
education and reading/literacy. Understanding these different perspectives is important, 
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as it helps the reader frame the content. In the language of the former, students with 
reading disability may be referred to as "low responders" or "nonresponders," whereas 
the latter group of researchers refers to students experiencing difficulty in learning to read 
who are "at risk" for reading failure or "difficult to remediate." Finally, I will review 
studies that examine students' differential responses to instruction based on individual 
student's reading skills. 
Identification of Reading Disability: Historical Overview 
The evolution of our understanding of the concept of reading disability is aptly 
described by Wixson & Lipson (1996). They noted that over many years, research related 
to reading disability had been driven by varied perspectives (medical, psycho-
educational, information processing and social), and these varied lenses changed what 
was examined and what was learned. In each case, it was necessary to understand the lens 
of the researcher to make sense of the results of the research. For example, the medical 
model could account for the small percentage of students with reading disability based on 
neurological deficits; while the psycho-educational and information processing models 
focused on reader deficits rather than considering the role of instruction. As a result, 
rather than providing clarity, the body of evidence led to misunderstandings and a lack of 
advancement in the field. Moreover, each of these conceptualizations took a deficit 
perspective in the search for causative factors within the reader, and, typically, led to an 
assumption that reading disabled students need specialized instruction aimed at 
improving the identified deficit. 
In contrast, Wixson and Lipson ( 1996) described an interactive approach to 
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understanding reading ability and disability that is grounded in a search for a solution not 
only by examining the characteristics of the reader, but also by considering 
characteristics of the learning setting (i.e., the text and context). An interactive 
perspective would ask not only if a student is progressing as expected, but also if the 
student has access to adequate instructional opportunities. Wixson and Lipson explained: 
"The performance of both able and disabled students varies as a function of the 
conditions of the reading situation, suggesting the importance of the interaction between 
reader and nonreader factors in determining ability and disability" (p 561 ). They argued 
that this approach held promise for integrating the varying perspectives into an 
educationally meaningful view of reading disability. 
In a later review of related literature, Klenk & Kibby (2000) examined the history 
of remedial reading, in particular, and, like Wixson & Lipson (1996), they debunked the 
medical model as a valid perspective for a reading disability diagnosis. They argued that 
labeling a child as learning disabled results in placing the blame for the disability on the 
child, essentially freeing the school or the teacher from any responsibility for the child's 
learning difficulties. They took particular aim at one of the labels that surfaced during 
this time; it focused on a perceptual deficit and the related perceptual training needed to 
strengthen the deficit. Klenk and Kibby noted that decades of research had failed to 
provide empirical support for using non-print methods of instruction: 
"Visual perceptual training with nonprint stimuli and modality matching 
have utterly failed in study after study; there is no room in remedial 
reading for these totally debunked notions of perceptual deficit, perceptual 
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training, or modality matching. Reading instruction for children who have 
difficulty reading must be print based - there is no other way (p. 671 )". 
The authors observed that, over time, there had been a shift in focus from determining 
what is wrong with the child to examining the quality of instruction offered to the child. 
Studies of instructional quality, in turn, led to the identification of instructional domains 
that make a difference in reading development. Among these are: fluency instruction, 
(Allington, 1983; Kuhn & Stahl, 2000; Rasinski & Samuels, 2011); development of 
alphabet knowledge and phonemic awareness (Adams, 1990); metalinguistic awareness 
(Clay, 1979); comprehension (Palincsar & Brown, 1984); and word study consisting of 
phonics, sight vocabulary and spelling (Bear, Invernizzi, Templeton, & Johnston, 2000). 
Klenk and Kibby perceived this shift from a focus on the reader to a focus on 
instructional quality as a positive shift in focus in the identification of reading disability. 
More recently, Kucan & Palincsar (2011) reviewed two policy initiatives 
designed to address the high rate of reading disability among school-aged children, 
Reading First ( www .nationalreadingpanel. org/publications/researchread.htm) 
and Response to Intervention (http://ies. ed.gov/ncee/wwc/publications/practiceguides/). 
The authors discussed the impact these policies have had on instruction provided to 
struggling readers, reporting that although Reading First was intended as a prevention 
initiative and designed to provide funding to meet the needs of struggling readers in the 
early school years, studies showed no significant impact on reading comprehension, or 
student engagement with print. Moreover, they found no effects on differentiated 
instruction, suggesting that approaches to children's reading needs were generally, rather 
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than individually, focused. They criticized the Reading First initiative for its use of the 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS, Good & Kaminski, 2002) 
and the subsequent focus on reading speed at the expense of comprehension. They 
speculated that use of this particular inventory likely influenced the nature of the 
instruction students received, and in turn, the outcomes they achieved. Nevertheless, 
Kucan & Palincsar (20 11) credited Reading First with reinforcing the critical need for 
professional development for teachers, particularly as it relates to differentiated and 
targeted instruction for students who struggle to learn to read. 
The second focal policy, Response to Intervention (RTI), allowed school districts 
to use up to 15% of their special education funding to provide early intervention services 
for students who were not progressing, as they should. Kucan and Palincsar noted that 
since interventions should be implemented before a child begins to fail, RTI could be a 
promising alternative to the current practice of waiting for students to be sufficiently 
behind in order to label them as having a disability and thereby providing services. Their 
review of existing evidence, however, led them to conclude that research is needed to 
identify "effective instruction for individual students" (p.347) and speculated that the 
most powerful interventions involve changing instruction rather than curricula: 
... we are encouraged by the research and theoretical refinements that are yielding 
more carefully specified accounts of those individual, developmental, and contextual 
differences that characterize students for whom reading is an effortful enterprise. We 
also recognize the challenge that these developments pose. Specifically, we see the 
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need for assessments that provide detailed information about what struggling readers 
are struggling with (p.354). 
In summary, research has resulted in a number of important contributions to our 
understanding of reading disability: (a) there is no support for non-print methods of 
instruction (Wixson & Lipson, 1996; Klenk & Kibby, 2000), (b) an educationally 
meaningful view of reading disability considers characteristics of both the learner and the 
learning setting (Wixson & Lipson, 1996), (c) there has been a positive shift from a focus 
on the reader to a focus on instructional quality in the identification of reading disability 
(Klenk & Kibby, 2000).(d) there is a critical need for professional development aimed at 
differentiated instruction (Kucan & Palincsar, 2011); (e) ongoing assessment is an 
essential component in timely identification and appropriate intervention (Klenk & 
Kibby, 2000) and that research is needed to identifY effective instructional approaches for 
individual students. 
Effective Practices for Meeting the Needs of Struggling Readers: Special Education 
Research and Reading/Literacy Research 
A review of the research literature surrounding reading interventions for 
struggling readers revealed two perspectives, one based in special education research, and 
the other in the field of reading/literacy research. Those who align themselves with the 
former (Mathes, Denton, Fletcher, Anthony, Francis, Schatschneider, 2005; McMaster, 
Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton, 2005; Vadasy, Jenkins, & Pool, 2000; Vaughn, Wanzek, 
Murray, Scammacca, Linan-Thompson, & Woodruff, 2009) provide evidence for the 
effectiveness of a "standard-protocol" approach to intervention. Those who align 
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themselves with the latter 01 elletino & Scanlon, 2002; Buly & Valencia, 2002; Juel & 
Minden-Cupp, 2000; McDonald-Connor, 2011) support an individualized "problem-
solving" approach. In the next section, I will summarize findings related to each of these 
approaches to meeting the needs of struggling readers. 
Standard protocol interventions. In their synthesis of 18 early reading 
intervention studies between 1995 and 2005, Wanzek & Vaughn (2007) examined the 
outcomes of extensive early reading interventions and the features of those interventions 
with the highest effect sizes. None of the studies that met their criteria used an 
individualized or problem-solving approach. Studies were selected based on the 
following criteria: (a) inclusion in a peer-reviewed journal printed in English, (b) students 
with learning disabilities among the participants, (c) focused on grades kindergarten 
through third, (d) interventions lasted a minimum of 100 sessions and were provided in 
addition to the regular education program during the school day and (e) dependent 
variables addressed reading outcomes. Once chosen, the following features of each study 
were examined; number of participants, grade level, frequency and duration of the 
intervention, group size, implementer and level of standardization of the intervention. 
The results were as follows. First, increasing the intensity of the intervention by 
reducing group size (1:1 instruction) led to improved outcomes. Conversely, increasing 
intensity by increasing time in the intervention (Torgesen, 2000) failed to produce higher 
effect sizes. Secondly, they found positive effects of early intervention and the use of 
highly trained school personnel. Finally, they found no differences in overall outcomes 
based on how highly structured the standard protocol was. Rather, what mattered most 
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was that the standard protocol included both phonics and a text-reading component 
(Vaughn, Linan-Thompson, & Hickman, 2003; Vaughn, Wanzek, Murray, et al. , 2009; 
Fletcher & Vaughn, 2009; Wanzek & Vaughn, 2007). The authors concluded that 
additional information on the use of problem-solving approaches designed to provide 
differentiated interventions is needed. 
In another review, Gersten and colleagues (2008) examined 11 studies that met 
the specific research standards for the causal validity of instructional programs and 
practices. Each of the examined studies used a standard protocol intervention providing 
all identified students with the same instruction. The interventions differed in their make-
up, but all included three to four of the five components identifi~d as critical for 
beginning reading instruction according to the National Reading Panel (2000): phonemic 
awareness, decoding, reading comprehension, vocabulary and fluency. Additionally, all 
of the interventions included intensive, explicit and systematic instruction. Significant 
effects were reported on measures of phonemic awareness for two of five studies, on 
measures of decoding for five of nine studies and on measures of comprehension in five 
of seven studies. A significant effect for fluency was reported in only one study. Their 
review led to a recommendation that students who are not reading at grade level be 
provided with additional small group instruction based on up to three of the foundational 
reading skills listed above. This recommendation contradicts the recommendation from 
Wanzek & Vaughn (2007) whereby increasing the length of the intervention was not 
recommended. Missing in both of these studies was the use of individual progress 
monitoring data to determine which students were progressing and which students would 
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benefit from a different instructional focus. 
Vadasy et al. (2005) were interested in the relative effectiveness of decoding 
instruction versus text-reading practice. They studied 12 schools: 6 were randomly 
assigned as treatment sites, 5 were control sites and one school had both treatment and 
control classrooms. Teachers were asked to refer for screening students they considered 
at risk for reading difficulties. Of the 99 referred, 78 met criteria; 21 students were 
dropped over the course of the study, resulting in a fmal sample of 57 first-grade 
students. The students were assigned to one of two treatment conditions based on 
classroom schedules and tutoring availability. Both treatment groups received 30 minutes 
of instruction, and both were provided a standard protocol, scripted, phonics-based 
tutoring program that was provided on an individual basis. The word study treatment 
group was given 30 minutes of phonics instruction and word reading practice. The 
reading practice treatment group was given 15 to 20 minutes of phonics instruction 
followed by 10 to 15 minutes of reading practice in decodable texts. Results indicated 
that students in both treatment conditions outperformed non-tutored students in the 
control group on all measures including the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-IliA 
(PPVT-R), a test of letter knowledge, two phonological measures from the 
Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP), The Modified Rosner 
Syllable Deletion test and the Test of Auditory Analysis. Reading accuracy and spelling 
were assessed using the Wide Range Achievement Test- Revised (WRAT-R). The results 
of an analysis of covariance (ANCOV A) revealed significant main effects (p<. 05) for 
both treatment conditions compared with the control group on all measures except 
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reading efficiency. Comparison of the two treatment groups revealed a significant main 
effect in favor of the Reading Practice group on passage reading fluency rate and 
accuracy. There was no significant advantage on word reading or spelling demonstrated 
by the Word Study group. 
In another study, Jenkins et al. (2004) provided a 25-week scripted phonics 
intervention for 79 first-grade students at risk of reading failure. They were interested in 
students' responses to the use of highly decodable versus non-decodable readers. All 79 
students received the same phonics intervention, but the features of the text varied 
between groups. A control group did not receive tutoring. Measures included the PPVT-
R, subtests of the CTOPP, WRMT-R, and WRAT-R. A Hierarchical Linear Modeling 
growth curve analysis indicated significant progress in word reading accuracy for both 
groups (p<.Ol). The results indicated that tutored groups performed significantly better 
than non-tutored controls on measures of passage comprehension. The authors conclude 
that supplemental phonics instruction paired with successful practice in text reading 
provided powerful instructional opportunities for at risk students regardless of the 
features of texts used. A growth curve analysis failed to produce differential effects due 
to the differing levels of decodability between treatment groups. 
McMaster et al. (2005) examined first graders who were not responding to an 
"evidence-based" reading program (Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies; PALS, Fuchs, 
Fuchs, Svenson et al., 2001) based on reading performance measures using Curriculum-
Based Measurement (CBM). Using the Rapid Letter naming (RLN) test as a screening 
measure, 33 first-grade classroom teachers were asked to identify the 8 lowest-
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performing students and 4 average-performing students within their classrooms. This 
resulted in 176 students considered at risk for unresponsiveness and a comparison group 
of 88 students. Classrooms were then randomly selected to receive one of three 
conditions; PALS, Modified PALS, or control. Student progress was monitored weekly 
using PALS chapter tests, Nonword Fluency (NWF) probes from the Dynamic Indicators 
of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS, Good & Kaminski, 2001) and Dolch word 
probes. After 7 weeks of 35-minute weekly sessions, 66 students were identified as 
nonresponders, based on CBM growth rate and PALS chapter tests. These students were 
then randomly placed in three, increasingly individualized treatment groups: PALS, 
modified PALS, or tutoring. They received 35-minute intervention blocks three times a 
week for 13 weeks. The PALS condition involved partnering a higher-performing student 
(Coach) with a lower performing student (Reader) using partner-reading materials at the 
Reader's reading level. Activities include letter-sound recognition, decoding, sight word 
recognition and partner reading short stories. Students in the Modified PALS group 
differed in three ways; fewer sounds/words were introduced at each session, the Coach 
modeled the sounds and words and there was a greater emphasis on phonological 
awareness and decoding. Students in the tutoring group received individualized 
instruction from a trained research assistant. The instruction was individualized with a 
focus on mastery objectives and differentiated based on where individual student were 
experiencing difficulty. Response to the treatment conditions was measured prior to and 
immediately after the intervention using measures of rapid naming, the Y opp-Singer 
segmentation test, a blending task, the Word Identification and Word Attack subtests of 
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the Woodcock Reading mastery Test-Revised (WRMT-R) and a spelling test from the 
Wechsler Individual Achievement Test (WIAT). Although the results were not 
statistically significant, effect sizes revealed small to moderate effects favoring tutoring 
over PALS on Word Identification, Word Attack, blending and comprehension; and 
tutoring over Modified PALS on Word Identification, blending, and spelling. Students in 
the individual tutoring condition showed the most growth, prompting McMaster et al. to 
suggest the need for research comparing standardized instructional programs with 
individualized interventions as well as ongoing progress monitoring to inform 
instructional decisions. 
Mathes and colleagues (2005) also used standard protocols, but were interested in 
whether there was an interaction between the intervention and specific student 
characteristics. Six highly-performing schools were specifically chosen for this study 
with the average reading performance above the national average based on a nationally 
normed. Classroom teachers were provided with professional development focusing on 
the use of assessment data to differentiate instruction. All 30 teachers were observed 
three times during the year to monitor the nature of instruction taking place in the 
classroom. All Kindergarten students were screened at the end of the year using the 
Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI). Students at risk for reading difficulties were 
randomly assigned to classroom instruction only (control group) or classroom instruction 
plus one of two treatments. Treatment groups participated in one of two published 
interventions: Proactive Reading (PR) and Responsive Reading (RR). The two 
interventions differed in several ways. First, a detailed scope and sequence was provided 
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with Proactive Reading while Responsive Reading relied on the teacher planning 
individualized lessons based on student need. Second, the type of text differed with 
Proactive Reading using decodable texts and Responsive Reading using leveled texts. 
Third, Proactive Reading required a substantial amount oftime learning skills in isolation 
while Responsive Reading focused on practicing skills in connected text with support 
from the teacher. Finally, opportunities to write during Proactive Reading were limited to 
spelling words in isolation, while students in the Responsive Reading group spent nine 
minutes a day recording thoughts in writing and applying spelling skills. Mathes et al. 
used a variety of subtests from the Woodcock Johnson-III including word attack, word 
identification, passage comprehension, spelling, calculations, and reading fluency. 
Multilevel growth curve modeling techniques were used to analyze the data Researchers 
analyzed both rate of growth and end-of-year achievement levels. Data yielded positive 
outcomes for both interventions with students with both groups performing significantly 
better than the control group (p< .001) on tests of phonological awareness, word reading, 
fluency and spelling. In addition, students in both interventions demonstrated faster rates 
of learning than children in the control group. There was no significant difference 
between the two treatment conditions, with similar effect sizes reported for each 
intervention. These results supported the hypothesis that small-group reading instruction 
provided in addition to classroom instruction was effective regardless of which program 
was used. The authors concluded that interventions can be appropriate for a variety of 
students as long as they include certain key components, including phonological 
awareness, decoding, fluency in reading words in isolation and in text, and 
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comprehension of text. 
Denton, Fletcher, Anthony and Francis (2006) looked at the effects of a standard 
protocol intervention on 27 students with persistent reading difficulties and learning 
disabilities. Fifteen girls and 12 boys in grades one through three participated in the 
study. They were identified based on their performance on the Basic Reading Skills and 
Reading Fluency subtests of the Woodcock- Johnson III (WJ-III), and their performance 
on the Vocabulary and Matrix Reasoning subtests of the Wechsler Abbreviated Scales of 
Intelligence (W ASI). Denton and colleagues were interested in knowing if providing 
intensive intervention in decoding and fluency would result in an improvement in 
decoding, fluency, spelling and comprehension. Student progress was monitored before 
and after each intervention using subtests of the Test of Word Reading Efficiency 
(TOWRE), the WJ-III, and the Gray Oral Reading Test (GORT-4). The subtests included 
measures of spelling, decoding, word attack, letter-word identification, word and non-
word reading fluency, text reading fluency and reading comprehension. Six experienced 
teachers provided two consecutive, eight-week interventions. The first intervention, 
Phono-Graphix, focused on decoding and the second, Read Naturally, focused on 
fluency. All students received both interventions outside of the classroom in groups of an 
average of two students per teacher. A repeated-measures ANOV A compared student 
performance before and after each intervention. 
The results of the Phono-Graphix intervention indicated significant effects (p<. 
0001) compared with pre-intervention scores on WJ-III word attack, letter-word 
identification, word fluency, phonemic decoding fluency, GORT-4 Reading Fluency and 
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Woodcock Johnson-III Passage Comprehension. The Read Naturally intervention 
resulted in significant effects (p<. 001) for TOWRE Sight Word Fluency, TOWRE 
Phonemic Decoding fluency (p, 0001), and GORT-4 text reading rate (p<. 0001). There 
were no significant effects for word attack, word identification, spelling, or reading 
comprehension as measured by the GORT-4. However, the individual response to the 
various interventions was highly variable and some students remained below average 
following the interventions. For example, the authors hypothesize that some students 
would have benefited from a more extended decoding intervention and point to the use of 
progress monitoring data in making decisions regarding the timing and efficacy of 
introducing a change in interventions. 
Vaughn and colleagues (2009) studied the effects of an intensive intervention on 
"low responders". First-grade students from seven elementary schools were identified as 
at-risk based on their performance on DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency,'Phonemic 
Segmentation Fluency and Nonsense Word Fluency and randomly assigned to treatment 
and comparison groups. In addition to daily classroom instruction, students in the 
treatment groups received between 13 and 26 weeks of intervention, (based on progress 
monitoring) in a group of four-six students for 30 minutes daily. Students in the 
comparison group received classroom instruction only. At the end of first grade, students 
in the treatment condition who met the criteria were considered "high-responders" and 
were not provided with any further interventions in second grade. 
At the beginning of second grade, students who had not met the established 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) Oral Reading Fluency 
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(ORF) benchmark were provided with an additional 26 weeks of a more intensive 
intervention (50 minutes in a group of2-4 students). Instruction included sound review, 
phonics, word recognition, vocabulary, fluency , passage reading and comprehension 
components with a predetermined amount of time on each component. Measures included 
the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests-Revised, (WRMT-R), DIBELS, and Peabody 
Pictue Vocabulary Test-III ( PPVT-III). The results examined the performance of the 
"low-responders" at the end of second grade compared with the relative performance of 
the "high-responders". There were statistically significant interaction effects (p<.OOOl) 
on passage comprehension and word identification indicating that the intervention was 
more effective for some "low-responders" than others based on their fall Oral Reading 
Fluency (ORF) score. Namely, those students with the highest ORF scores made 
significant progress in the follow-up intervention while students with low ORF did not. 
Teachers reported that lower responders (even if they eventually caught up to their peers) 
were perceived as less academically competent. 
Looking across the "standard protocol" studies one can draw the following 
conclusions: 1) There is support for increasing the intensity of instruction by reducing the 
group size, whereas there is limited support for the efficacy of increasing the amount of 
time in an intervention (Wanzek & Vaughn, 2007). 2) The studies reviewed 
consistently demonstrate that students respond positively to a wide range of standard-
protocol interventions when they are implemented in the early grades (Jenkins, 2004; 
Vadasy, 2005; Wanzek & Vaughn, 2007). 3) The most effective standard protocol 
interventions contained both a phonics and a text reading component (Wanzek & 
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Vaughn, 2007); 4) Intervention effects varied on the basis of the make-up of specific 
interventions (Gersten et al., 2008; Vadasy, 2005); 5) Student outcomes varied based on 
the length ofthe intervention and their literacy skill profile (Denton et al., 2006), as well 
as on the size of the reading achievement gap between the student and his/her peers 
(Vaughn, 2009). 
Problem-solving intervention. The problem-solving approach to intervention is a 
second approach to meeting the needs of students who do not reach grade level 
expectations in reading ability. A problem-solving approach to intervention involves 
ongoing assessment to identify the area where the student is struggling, developing 
specific goals to address the problem, designing an intervention to meet the goals, 
monitoring progress to determine effectiveness, and adjusting the intervention as needed. 
Using a longitudinal design, Vellutino, Scanlon, Sipay, Small, Pratt, and Chen, (1996) 
monitored reading achievement and related cognitive abilities over a five-year period 
beginning in kindergarten. They examined differences between the cognitive profiles of 
children who responded readily to interventions and those who were more difficult to 
remediate. Struggling readers (n=74) were divided into two groups; one was provided 
with fifteen weeks of daily, 30-minute individual tutoring sessions, using the author's 
Interactive Strategies Approach (ISA), Vellutino & Scanlon, 2002; the other received 
small group classroom instruction only. 
The ISA provides individualized instruction that is tailored to individual needs 
and extensive opportunities to read connected text. Time spent in reading was used to 
reinforce specific strategies. In each session time was allocated to individual needs 
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relative to word work, phonemic awareness, and writing skills. In contrast, the small 
group classroom instruction varied widely from school to school, and included both one-
to-one tailored instruction as well as groups of 9-10 children using a highly -structured 
basal approach to instruction. 
Reading growth based on the Word Identification and Word Attack subtests of the 
Woodcock Reading Mastery Test Revised (WRMT-R) resulted in four groups; Very 
Limited Growth (VLG), Limited Growth (LG), Good Growth (GG), and Very Good 
Growth (VGG). A chi-square analysis confirmed that tutored students outperformed 
students who received small group classroom instruction (p<.05). Gain scores in the GG 
and VGG groups were statistically larger (p<.05) than gain scores in the VLG and LG 
groups confirming the effectiveness of the intervention tool as a means of differentiating 
between children who are readily remediated versus those who are difficult to remediate. 
The four groups did not differ on measures of intelligence either between groups or 
compared with normal readers. However, struggling readers who were the most difficult 
to remediate differed significantly (p<.05) on language-based skills, particularly 
phonological skills. The authors concluded that: 
" . .. measures of intelligence do not predict either the short or long-term effects of 
intervention in struggling readers, in terms of distinguishing between those who 
continue to be at risk and those who are no longer at risk following intervention. It 
also seems that a more direct and more effective approach would be to use 
measures of children's initial response to intervention along with measures of 
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their ability to consolidate and maintain the gains they achieved as a result of the 
intervention as predictors of short- and long-term reading achievement. (p. 15) 
Differential response to reading instruction. Although not intervention studies, 
other studies provide insight into the importance of considering student learning profiles 
when planning instruction. For example, Juel and Minden-Cupp (2001) examined word 
recognition instruction in four frrst grade classrooms. Each classroom had no more than 
17 students and included three reading groups. Students were assessed in September, 
December and May on phonemic awareness, alphabet knowledge, concept-of-word and 
letter-sound knowledge, word reading and comprehension. Classroom observations 
yielded considerable variation among the four classrooms relative to instructional 
practices. Classroom one was the most traditional, using a basal reading series and round 
robin reading. Word recognition was primarily based on word wall and sight word 
instruction with virtually no instruction in sounding and blending. In Classroom two, the 
teacher made use of charts and poems and manipulative materials for phonemic 
awareness and phonics instruction. Instruction was differentiated both in centers activities 
and in reading groups with the lowest group receiving extensive modeling on how to 
chunk words. Classroom three had considerably more trade books and more text-based 
discussion than in any of the other three classrooms. Children in all reading groups spent 
time writing, and peer coaching was used to facilitate word recognition. Relatively little 
direct phonics instruction was observed. Classroom four received the most direct phonics 
instruction. Instruction between reading groups varied considerably with the highest 
group engaging in text reading and the lowest group engaging in direct phonics 
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instruction. Additionally, this teacher demonstrated the most change in her focus of 
instruction between fall and spring. An analysis of covariance indicated significant 
differences by classroom on passage reading. Moreover, results indicated that outcomes 
varied according to students literacy skills on entry to the study. Those with beginning 
literacy skills benefited from a focus on phonics instruction, while students with more 
established reading skills benefited from instruction that included a focus on vocabulary, 
text discussions and a variety of text types. 
McDonald-Connor, Morrison & Katch, (2004) also examined differential 
response to reading instruction. One hundred eight first-grade children from 42 
classrooms were recruited over a three-year span. Participants were English speaking 
with no identified disability and average intelligence as assessed using the Stanford-Binet 
Intelligence Scale- 4th Edition. The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised and the 
Peabody Individual Achievement Test-Revised provided measures of receptive 
vocabulary, letter identification, letter-sound correspondence and word recognition. 
Instructional activities within various classrooms were coded as explicit, implicit, 
teacher-managed or child-managed. The results indicated that students with low 
decoding scores made greater achievement gains (p<. 00 1) in classrooms where teachers 
spent more time in teacher-managed explicit decoding instruction, while there was no 
effect for students with high decoding scores. The effect of type of instruction was 
dependent on initial scores in vocabulary and decoding. The authors discussed these 
results in light of "quality" instruction suggesting that what is high quality for one student 
may not be high quality for another. 
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In a follow up study, McDonald-Connor, Morrison & Underwood (2007) 
analyzed the effects of teacher-managed versus child-managed instruction in addition to 
code-focused versus meaning-focused instruction on second grade achievement. They 
were interested in establishing the differential effect of instruction on students' word 
learning achievement based on initial level of skill development. Eighty-six children were 
selected from 40 first-grade and 33 second grade classrooms from five schools in a mid-
sized city. The Peabody Individual Achievement Test-Revised (PIAT-R) Reading 
Recognition Test and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R) were used 
to assess letter-word reading and vocabulary. 
Overall, students made substantial gains from the beginning of first grade to the 
end of second, but the authors were interested in the large range of performance among 
students both at the beginning of the study where grade equivalent scores ranged from .2 
to 5.8 and the end where grade equivalent scores ranged from 1.7 to 12.5). Given that 
there were documented differences in instruction across classrooms, the authors were 
able to look at the interaction between instruction and student skill development. They 
found that students responded differentially to the instruction provided depending on 
their prior skill level. For example, students with lower letter-word reading scores 
showed greater growth in classrooms with more teacher-managed code-focused 
instruction while students with higher initial letter-word reading scores showed less 
growth in the same classrooms. In second grade, all students showed more growth in 
letter-word reading scores in classrooms with more teacher-managed code-focused 
instruction. Code-focused instruction at this grade level included blending, segmenting 
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and chunking instruction that benefited both groups. A growth curve model was used to 
represent the deviance by classroom from the mean for the sample. Fall first-grade letter-
word reading and vocabulary scores significantly predicted second-grade performance 
(p<. 001). When all of the variables were examined, only the second-grade Teacher-
Managed code-focused coefficient reached significance (p<. 05). The large amount of 
variability among classrooms along with the variability in student characteristics resulted 
in varied achievement rates. The authors stressed the importance of considering 
individual student assessment data and designing individualized interventions informed 
by the data in the light of a response to intervention model for identifying at risk or 
reading disabled students. "By attending to individual students' skill levels and providing 
instruction to smaller numbers of children at one time, teachers may be more likely to 
provide the amount and type of instruction that will promote each individual student's 
achievement" (p225). 
Taken together these studies reinforce the importance of understanding student 
learning profiles and using this knowledge when planning instruction. The work of 
V ellutino and colleagues (1996) examining cognitive profiles resulted in the development 
of an individualized instructional intervention, the Interactive Strategies approach 
(Vellutino & Scanlon, 2002). They examined differences between the cognitive profiles 
of children who responded readily to interventions and those who were more difficult to 
remediate. Juel & Minden-Cupp' s (2001) research provides evidence that student-
learning outcomes vary according to students literacy skills on entry to the study. 
McDonald-Connor and colleagues (2004, 2007) also found that students responded 
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differentially to the instruction provided depending on their prior skill level. 
Conclusion 
Research provides clear evidence of the efficacy of standard-protocol 
interventions when provided early in addition to high quality classroom instruction 
(Jenkins et al. , 2004; Mathes et al., 2005; McMaster et al. , 2005; Vadasy et al., 2005). 
There is also evidence (Velletino et al., 1996, Velletino & Scanlon, 2002) that an 
individualized problem-solving approach to intervention has been successful in the early 
grades and that students respond differentially to instruction based on their level of skill 
development (Juel & Minden-Cupp, 2001; McDonald-Connor et al., 2004, 2007). 
However, there is a lack of research evidence regarding the efficacy of individualizing 
interventions for struggling readers beyond third grade. 
The purpose of the present study was to investigate the effect of providing a 
problem-solving approach to intervention for struggling readers in fourth grade to address 
the needs of students with a history of reading difficulties and also those with late-




The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of individualized 
interventions for students who were not reading at grade level at the end of third grade. 
The study was designed to answer the following question: 
Setting 
1. Do fourth grade, below-level readers who receive a Learning Profile 
Intervention (LPI) based on their specific literacy needs (fluency, 
comprehension, or word solving) outperform their peers who receive a 
Reading Levels Intervention (RLI))? 
The study took place in two schools in a suburban, middle-class community in the 
northeast United States. Four thousand students are enrolled in this high performing PK-
12 district with a total per pupil expenditure of $10,201. The district has one high school 
(grades 9-12), one middle school (grades 6-8) two upper elementary schools (grades 3-5) 
and three early elementary schools (PK-2). The district qualifies for Title One funding 
based on the 7.7% of students on free and reduced priced lunch. Ninety-three percent of 
students in the district graduate, 1 7. 9% of students receive special education services and 
1.2% qualifies as Limited English proficient. 
The two upper-elementary schools provided the context for this study. Together, 
the two schools house all of the students from third through fifth grades. Both schools 
have six classes at each of the three grade levels with an average of 24 students per class. 
A principal and an assistant principal share the administrative leadership for both 
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buildings. In addition, each school has a reading specialist, four special education 
teachers, four special education paraprofessionals, a school psychologist, a speech 
pathologist, and an occupational therapist. An adjustment counselor is shared between the 
two schools. Special education and reading services are provided in a range of 
environments including separate self-contained and inclusion ("pull-out" and "push-in") 
services. 
In the 2012-2013 school year, the two schools were designated as level 2 schools 
based on student performance on the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System 
(MCAS). The Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
accountability determination system provided a Cumulative Progress and Performance 
Index (PPI) of70 for all students and 59 for high needs students. The cumulative PPI 
combines information about narrowing proficiency gaps, growth, and graduation and 
dropout rates over four years into a single number between 0 and 100. For a group to be 
considered to be making progress toward narrowing proficiency gaps, its cumulative PPI 
must be 7 5 or higher. 
Students in both schools are primarily white. Table 1 below depicts similar racial 
profiles between the schools and the relatively high percentage of students receiving 
special education services (21 -22 %) in both schools. 
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Table 1 
School Proflles of Students (percentages) 
Demographics School A School B 
African-American 5 4 
Asian 2 3 
Hispanic 3 4 
Native American .02 .04 
White 85 87 
Limited English proficient 2 2 
Special Education 21 22 
Total number of students 443 495 
Students in both schools represent a range of achievement abilities as depicted by the 
results ofthe 2012 Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS). The 
combined English Language Arts scores of all fourth graders in both schools were 
summarized as follows: Warning-8%, Needs Improvement-30%, Proficient-49%, and 
Advanced-12%. 
Teachers. Classroom teachers were certified, met highly-qualified status as 
required by the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, and 
had taught from 4-20 years. Each school had one licensed Reading Specialist. The 
Reading Specialists each had more than 20 years of teaching experience both as 
classroom teachers and as reading specialists. The term Literacy Coordinator was used in 
this study to defme the individual who worked with the researcher to support the reading 
tutors. The Literacy Coordinator was licensed as a classroom teacher and reading 
specialist and had 15 years experience as a teacher or specialist. She trained and observed 
the reading tutors, assessed students, interpreted assessment results and designed 
instructional interventions. Additionally, she worked as a liaison between the researcher, 
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classroom teachers and building administrators. The three reading tutors were also 
certified teachers with a range of teaching experiences from 5-l 0 years. 
Classroom instruction. Language Arts (including reading, writing, vocabulary, 
spelling and word study) was taught in a daily 90-minute block, using the Scott Foresman 
Reading Street © 2011 program. On its website: 
(www.pearsonschool.com/index.cfm?locator=PSldH9), the reading program is described 
as one that provides high-quality children's literature, research-based instruction, and a 
wealth of online experiences for high-student engagement. Teaching resources provide 
materials for ongoing progress monitoring and an explicit plan for managing small 
groups of students. The program is intended to accelerate the reading achievement of all 
students. 
During the course of the study, a new reading program was in its second year of 
implementation and included on-going, individualized professional development 
opportunities for classroom teachers and paraprofessionals. The introduction of using 
common assessments to guide instructional decisions was included as part of this 
professional development. Thus, in addition to the learning profile and reading level 
intervention conditions, all students had access to an effective classroom reading 
program. 
Supplemental reading services. Students were identified for support from the 
reading specialist based on a history of reading services, or recommendation from the 
school's Student Intervention Team. The reading specialist worked with identified 
students either within the classroom during small group instruction or on a pull-out basis. 
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In the classroom setting, the reading specialist worked with a small group of below-level 
students while the classroom teacher worked with a different group. Pull-out services 
typically involved providing support in addition to the 90 minutes of classroom 
instruction. In either case, a balance of instructional strategies including decoding, 
comprehension, vocabulary development and fluency were included during this time. The 
Reading Specialist worked with one group of struggling readers in each classroom. 
Students within the group achieved at a wide range of reading levels and had diverse 
instructional needs (e.g., fluency, decoding, or comprehension). 
Special education services. Students who were identified for special education 
(SPED) services for reading received this support in various ways. Some students 
received support in their general education classroom from a certified SPED teacher 
and/or a SPED paraprofessional. Typically students who received this type of support 
were clustered together in classrooms designated as inclusion classrooms. Services were 
then provided for a predetermined period of time as dictated by the Individual Education 
Plan (IEP). SPED services varied based on the IEP included reading-only support, 
writing-only support or both reading and writing support. In some cases, students 
received small-group, pull-out services with students at the same grade level. Finally, 
some SPED students were placed in substantially-separate classrooms where they 
received replacement instruction for ELA that did not follow the general education 
curriculum. These students joined their classmates for Social Studies, Science and 
special subjects (Art, Music, and Physical Education). (No students who were identified 
as having special education needs were included in this study sample). 
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Professional Development for Tutors 
Training. During the academic year that preceded the implementation of this 
study, the literacy coordinator and the researcher provided extensive training for the 
tutors. Initial training took place over a two-week period, for three hours a day (a total of 
30 hours). The training included developing expertise in: 1) key instructional components 
(phonics and word recognition, fluency, comprehension); 2) interpreting students' 
miscues to guide instruction; 3) effectively prompting students to problem solve and 
independently apply reading strategies; and 4) administering, interpreting, and reporting 
assessment data. hi addition, on the first two days of school (immediately before the data 
collection phase of the study) tutors participated in two, 3-hour professional development 
sessions. During these sessions, tutors were introduced to instructional techniques related 
to the components of the three intervention plans: (1) phonics and word recognition, (2) 
fluency, and (3) comprehension; they were also introduced to procedures for maintaining 
tutor logs and recording lesson pacing. Finally, the fidelity of implementation checklist 
was introduced. 
On-going coaching. During the data collection phase of the study, weekly, two-
hour planning sessions were held during which student progress, lesson pacing, and the 
following week's lesson plans were discussed. Additionally, the Literacy Coordinator 
provided demonstration lessons during the first two weeks of the study, and when new 
instructional components/strategies were introduced at weeks four and eight following 
progress monitoring. The Literacy Coordinator was also responsible for carefully 
matching the instructional skills, strategies, text, theme, and vocabulary to insure 
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instructional congruency (Wonder-McDowell, Reutzel, & Smith, 2011) between the 
classroom and the tutoring sessions. 
Materials. Tutors' instruction was guided by a sequenced and timed lesson plan 
incorporating specific instructional interventions that had been previously modeled by the 
Literacy Coordinator. Lessons were paced such that the on-level text from the district's 
reading program that was used during classroom instruction and the texts used during the 
intervention sessions were identical. In addition, on-level fluency passages from the 
district's reading program and word-solving materials were used (Appendices C through 
F provide examples of lesson plans). 
Data Sources 
Data Sources included subtests from the Woodcock-Johnson III, the Reading 
Fluency Indicator, the Test of Word Reading Efficiency, and classroom assessments from 
the district' s reading program. 
Baseline data. Baseline data included three subtests (Letter-Word Identification, 
L WI; Passage Comprehension, PC; Word Attack, WA) from the Woodcock-Johnson 111 
(Wnll, Woodcock, McGrew & Mather 2001); the Test of Word Reading Efficiency 
(TOWRE, Torgeson, Wagner and Rashotte, 1999) and the Reading Fluency Indicator 
(RFI, Pearson Education, 2004). Table 2 provides the internal consistency reliability 
coefficients (r) and standard errors of measurement (SEM) where available for the 
subtests based on the performance of nine-year-old children. 
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Table 2 
Test Reliabilities and Standard Errors of Measurement 
Test Statistic SEM 
Test 22: Letter-Word 
Identification 
Test 23: Passage 
Comprehension 
Test 31: Word Attack 
TOWRE (sight words) 
TOWRE (non words) 














Subtest Descriptions From the Woodcock-Johnson III 
Test 22: Letter-Word Identification: This subtest requires the student to correctly identify 
isolated letters and words that become increasingly difficult. It is not necessary to know 
the meaning of the word. 
Test 23: Passage Comprehension: This subtest measures the student's ability to silently 
read a short passage arid identify a missing key word. The task requires that the student 
state an appropriate word based on the context of the passage. A variety of vocabulary 
and comprehension skills are required. 
Test 31: Word Attack: This subtest measures the student's skill in applying phonic and 
structural analysis skills to the pronunciation of unfamiliar printed nonsense words 
The Reading Fluency Indicator (RFI, Pearson Education, 2004) is a criterion-
referenced screening and monitoring tool that is individually administered. It provides 
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measures of reading rate, accuracy, and comprehension while reading orally. Ten 
passages are provided for each grade level. Raw scores for total reading time for each 
passage are converted to stanine scores providing a comparison with fluent age-level 
peers. Additionally, the number of miscues can be converted to quartiles providing 
normative information compared with age-level peers on each passage. The RFI was 
designed with several passages at each level to allow use of the same test booklet 
multiple times and to provide the opportunity for progress monitoring. 
A student's fluency score is determined by calculating the number of words 
correct per minute (WCPM) on a given passage. Finally, comprehension is measured 
based on a student's ability to correctly answer four comprehension questions. The 
comprehension section is read aloud to students as they follow along with the print. 
Students are not permitted to go back to the reading selection to re-read or check for an 
answer. 
The TOWRE assesses the ability to read words accurately and automatically 
either by fluently decoding unfamiliar words or through sight word recognition. Subtest 
1, Sight Word Efficiency (SWE) assesses the number of words that are read accurately in 
45 seconds. Subtest 2, Phonemic Decoding Efficiency (PDE) measures the number of 
non-words accurately decoded in 45 seconds. Total Word Reading Efficiency (TWR) is 
the combination of the results of the two subtests. 
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Data Collection Procedures 
Table 3 depicts the data collection procedures for the two conditions. Student 
progress was monitored in the Learning Profile Intervention group (LPI) every 20 
sessions to determine the need for changes in either the intervention or grouping plans. 
Individual pre and post-test data were collected from the participants in both 
interventions; the Learning Profile Intervention group and the Reading Level Intervention 
group. The researcher and the literacy coordinator alternated the students they assessed to 
control for tester bias. 
Table 3 








































Pretest Procedures. Pretest measures were collected during the last two weeks of August, 
2012, immediately preceding the beginning of the academic school year. Parents brought 
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students to the researcher's office, and assessments took place in a quiet, private, office 
space. Parental consent was obtained at this same time. 
Progress Monitoring. Progress monitoring using the Reading Fluency Indicator 
took place at weeks 4 and 8 for students in the Learning Profile Intervention only. 
The results were used to plan changes to intervention plans, including adjusting the focus 
of instruction for the group (e.g., from fluency to word solving) or moving students from 
one group to another to better meet their instructional needs (See Table 7). 
Final measures. All baseline measures were again administered at the end of the 
study (week 12) and attendance data were collected for all students in both intervention 
conditions. 
Participants 
A total of 44 students participated in the small-group intervention conditions in the study; 
23 were in the Learning Profile Intervention and 21 were in the Reading Level 
Intervention. 
The end-of-third-grade benchmark assessment results were collected and analyzed 
to identify students who performed below 70% in comprehension or phonics, or below 
100 words correct per minute in fluency. Below-level performance on any of these 
measures qualified the student for study participation. Parents were contacted in a variety 
of ways including letters, phone calls and emails and were provided an opportunity to 
meet with the researcher to ask questions. Assessment data were shared with parents to 
help them understand why their child was chosen for the study. Each student was 
assigned an identification number and these were used instead of student names to 
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maintain confidentiality and control for researcher bias in random selection procedures 
and data analysis. At the outset of the study, baseline data were collected on 53 students; 
however, by the time tutoring sessions had begun, nine students had been withdrawn 
from the study, eight from the comparison group and one from the treatment group. This 
affected the distribution of students with 23 students in the Learning Profile Intervention 
(LPI) and 21 in the Reading-Level Intervention (RLI). 
Individually-administered baseline measures were then collected, and analyzed 
to group students based on their literacy profile strengths and weaknesses. Students were 
sorted based on their greatest area of weakness; fluency, comprehension, or word solving. 
Next students were assigned an MCAS performance rating of proficient, high-needs 
improvement, or low-needs improvement based on student performance on third-grade 
spring 2012 ELA. The resulting distribution is depicted in Table 4. 
To control for effects that might occur because of differences in effectiveness of 
the classroom teachers, MCAS student growth percentiles (SGP) (DESE Education 
Warehouse) were obtained for each of the fourth-grade teachers and these were used 
when assigning students to conditions to insure a relatively equal distribution of students 
in each condition from classrooms of similar SGP. 
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Table 4 
s r am pi m2 proce d ures 
Treatment Comparison 1 
Literacy Profiles 
Comprehension 9 8 
Fluency 8 8 
Word Study 6 5 
MCAS ELA Scores 
Low needs improvement 1 3 
(LNI) 220-228 
Hi needs improvement 12 6 
(HNI) 230-238 
Proficient 10 12 
(P) 240-250 
Total number of students 23 21 
MCAS growth data provide a measure of student growth for a selected cohort of 
students compared with other students across the state achieving similar MCAS scores. 
For example, a student may receive a proficient MCAS rating, but demonstrate relatively 
low growth, or conversely, a student may receive a needs improvement MCAS rating yet 
achieve a high growth rating. SGP between 1-39 is considered to be low, 40-60 is 
considered to be moderate and 61-99 is considered to demonstrate high growth. 
Table 5 depicts the final distribution of students in the Learning Profile and Reading 
Level groups and the median student growth percentile (SGP) for the teacher. 
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Table 5 
n· t ·b r IS ri U IOn 0 f t d t b h su en s JY teac er 
Teacher Student Growth Learning Profile Reading Level 
Percentile 
1 42.5 1 1 
2 46 1 1 
3 41 3 3 
4 42 3 1 
5 34.5 2 5 
6 50 2 3 
7 44 5 1 
8 63 2 3 
9 78 1 1 
10 78 3 2 
Total # of students 23 21 
Mean Student 
Growth Percentile 50.63 49.6 
Procedures 
Learning Profile Intervention (LPI) Interventions began on September 4th, 2012 and 
continued for 60 sessions, the equivalent of 12 weeks of daily intervention. In addition to 
classroom instruction, LPI students received daily, 30-minute small group tutorial 
sessions designed to meet targeted skills. Trained reading tutors provided the instruction 
for groups of three to five students. Students in these groups did not receive any 
additional reading support from the school reading specialist. To determine instructional 
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needs, each student's pre-test performance measures and error types (substitution, 
omission, insertion, repetitions, decoding, self-monitoring) were recorded and analyzed 
(Appendix B). For example, a student may read fluently, but score poorly on the 
comprehension portion of the test. Alternatively, a student may work very hard to create 
meaning, but have few skills to apply to problem-solve unknown words. LPI students 
used on-level texts from the district's reading program. In addition, the comprehension 
skills and strategies for students in the comprehension group were carefully aligned with 
the skills and strategies being taught in the classroom. 
Planning interventions based on individual student needs included the 
components of the lesson, specific strategies and materials and the amount of time in 
each component. The tutors used the lesson-planning document (Appendix C-F) to note 
student response to the intervention plan, the need for additional time in various 
components and examples of the types of errors students are making. These notes were 
used at the weekly planning meetings held between the researcher, the literacy specialist, 
and the tutors to discuss student's response to the intervention, and to make any changes 
to the intervention plan. Appendices C through F provide sample lesson plans for 
students whose primary need was decoding, fluency, or comprehension. Student 
attendance was also tracked on this form. 
Phonics and word recognition. For children who had poor skills in phonics and 
word recognition, instruction included a variety of working with words activities 
including word families, making words and word ladders in addition to the application of 
specific phonics patterns as they were encountered in the text. These lessons were 
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individualized based on the kinds of errors noted on assessments in addition to student 
performance during daily sessions. Students were taught a set of procedures to apply 
decoding strategies: Get your mouth ready. Look across the word. Are there any parts 
you know? Does it look right? Does it make sense? (Cunningham & Allington, 1994; 
Cunningham, 1999; Lynch, 2002). They learned to use prefixes and suffixes and 
strategies for decoding multi-syllabic words. Sight word instruction was also included. 
The introduction of a new strategy was followed by application in on-level connected text 
and was carefully monitored with appropriate prompting to encourage application and 
awareness ofthe use of the strategy (Denton et al., 2006; Ehri, 2004; Gersten et al., 2008; 
Juel, 2000, 2006; National Reading Panel, 2000; Vellutino et al., 2002). 
Fluency. For children who lacked fluency, instruction included oral reading and 
re-reading of poetry and phrases, re-reading familiar passages, choral reading, echo 
reading for accurate prosody and rate and partner reading (Kuhn, 2005; Kuhn & Stahl, 
2003; Kuhn, Schwanenflugel, & Meisinger, 2010; Gersten et al., 2008; Mathes et al., 
2005; National Reading Panel, 2000, Rasinski & Samuels, 2011; Samuels & Farstrup, 
2006). All of these strategies were practiced in the on-level text from the district's 
reading program. 
Comprehension. For children who struggle with comprehension, tutors engaged 
students in developing background knowledge and vocabulary before reading a new 
passage. Story selections were provided at the student's instructional reading level, and 
focused on the application of comprehension strategies (Beck, 1997; Beck, McKeown, 
Kucan, 2002; Foorman & Torgeson, 2001; National Reading Panel, 2000; Scanlon et al., 
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2008) including questioning, summarizing, predicting, making connections and inferring 
(National Reading Panel, 2000; Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Pressley et al. 1992; Vaughn et 
al., 2009). As each strategy was introduced, tutors developed charts for students to 
reference and allowed for student choice in which strategy to apply (Foorman & 
Torgesen, 2001; National Reading Panel, 2000). Time was included in each session for 
students to write about their use of comprehension strategies (Pressley, Wharton-
McDonald, Allington, Block, Morrow, & Tracey, 2001; Vellutino & Scanlon, 2002). 
Comprehension instruction included three steps: first tutors modeled the use of the 
strategy; next students practiced using the strategy with guidance; and finally students 
independently applied comprehension strategies (Gersten et al., 2008; McDonald-
Connor, 2011; Scanlon, Vellutino, Small, Famuele, & Sweeney, 2005). Tutors 
systematically monitored self-correction and explicitly identified when students were 
successfully using a particular strategy (Piasta, 2009; Vadasy, Sanders & Payton, 2005). 
Reading Level Intervention (RLI). In the second condition, in addition to 
classroom instruction, students received reading support from the reading specialist. This 
support comprised daily, 30-minute sessions of reading instruction in groups of three to 
five students with varied literacy needs. Instruction included a variety of literacy 
strategies and materials including leveled texts, and below-level texts from the district's 
reading program. This condition served as a comparison to grouping students by profile, 
as students with a variety of literacy needs comprised each group and was consistent with 
the way reading support was provided in the school. The study conditions are 





Learning Profile (LPI) 
(n = 23) 
Reading Level (RLI) 
(n = 21) 
Progress Monitoring 
Description 
Students received regular classroom 
instruction plus daily, 30-minute, pull-out 
intervention based on literacy learning 
profile (three to five students per group). 
Students received regular classroom 
instruction plus daily, 30-rninute, pull-out 
intervention based on below grade level 
reading performance. 
(three to five students per group). 
Children in the LPI were initially categorized as having poor word reading skills, 
poor comprehension skills, or poor fluency. These categorizations were based on 
students' performance on the baseline measures. Progress monitoring using the RFI in 
addition to observation of daily lessons resulted in some changes to the initial 
intervention plans for LPI participants. Table 7 depicts the dynamic nature of the 
intervention plans in responding to the needs of each student. For some, this meant 
changing to another group having already met the initial goal; for others, this meant 
adding an additional instructional component to the lesson plan in response to the needs 
of the entire group. For example, after eight weeks of instruction, one of the fluency 
groups adding a comprehension component to the 30-minute lesson plan as students had 




Target Grou~ Progress Monitoring results 
Student MCAS SGP Intervention 
Weeki Week4 WeekS Week 12 
27 HNI 44 Fluency Fluency Fluency/Camp Fluency/Camp 
32 LNI 44 Fluency Fluency Fluency/Camp Fluency/Camp 
11 HNI 42 Fluency Fluency Fluency/Camp Fluency/Camp 
43 p 78 Fluency Fluency Fluency/Camp Fluency/Camp 
3 NHI 46 Fluency Fluency Fluency/Camp Word 
Solving/Fluency 
39 p 78 Fluency Fluency Fluency/Camp Fluency/Camp 
2 HNI 42.5 Word Word Word Fluency/Camp 
Solving Solving Solving/Fluency 
Word 
22 p 50 Word Fluency Fluency Solving/Fluency 
Salvin 
7 HNI 41 Word Word Word Word 
Solving Solving Solving/Fluency Solving/Fluency 
18 HNI 34.5 Camp Camp Fluency/Camp Fluency/Camp 
Word 
29 p 44 Camp Camp Fluency/Camp Solving/Fluency 
15 HNI 34.5 Camp Camp Fluency/Camp Fluency/Camp 
12 HNI 42 Camp Camp Fluency/Camp Fluency/Camp 
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5 HNI 41 Comp Comp Fluency/Camp Fluency/Camp 
33 p 63 Fluency Fluency Fluency Exit/On Level 
14 p 42 Fluency Fluency Fluency/Camp Exit/On Level 
31 p 44 Fluency Fluency Fluency Exit/On Level 
30 p 44 Comp Comp Fluency/Camp Exit/On Level 
23 HNI 50 Comp Comp Fluency/Camp Exit/On Level 
35 HNI 63 Word Word Word Exit/On Level 
Solving Solving Solving/Fluency 
41 HNI 78 Comp Comp Fluency/Camp Exit/On Level 
40 p 78 Comp Comp Fluency/Camp Exit/On Level 
8 p 41 Fluency Fluency Withdrew 
Data Analysis Procedures 
The results were analyzed to determine if there was significant improvement in word 
reading, fluency, and comprehension for students in LPI and RLI, and if rates of growth 
in either group differed from the rate of growth among typically performing learning (C). 
To test the hypothesis that one or more independent variables, or factors, had an effect on 
the outcome variables, a General Linear Model procedure in SPSS version 21 was 
performed setting the intervention condition (reading level condition or learning profile 
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condition) as the fixed factor, the post-test performance measures (subtests of the 
Woodcock-Johnson III, Reading Fluency Indicator, and Test of Word Reading 
Efficiency) as the dependent variables and the classroom teacher, attendance, and English 
Language Arts MCAS performance level as the covariates. Next, independent samples t-
tests were performed to compare the means and standard deviations for the average raw 
scores for all measures at pretest and at posttest. Finally, a paired samples t-test provided 
a comparison of pre and posttest performance on all measures. To look more closely at 
individual responses to intervention, descriptive analyses were also conducted. 
Threats to Validity 
Threats to validity relative to trustworthiness of the data and subsequent 
conclusions about the effect of the intervention on the outcome were considered, along 
with methods to control for or minimize possible threats. 
First, student or tutor absence in the treatment condition would result in students 
not being seen on a daily basis. In addition, conflicts in scheduling may have resulted in 
students missing sessions. To account for this threat, student attendance and number of 
sessions were closely tracked. The duration of the intervention for each student was then 
calculated and used as a covariate when analyzing the data. 
A second threat to validity was treatment diffusion; that is, strategies and 
intervention plans may be shared with other teachers and implemented by teachers in the 
control conditions. I controlled for this by maintaining confidentiality regarding the 
details of the intervention plans, and through the purposeful placement of students in the 
various conditions. 
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Fidelity of Implementation 
Intervention Validity Checklists (Denton, Fletcher, Anthony, & Francis, 2006; 
Vaughn, Hughes, Schumm, & Klingner, 1998) were used every other week to obtain 
measures of fidelity and consistency of implementation, measures of instructional time 
for each component and quality of instruction for students in the Learning Profile 
Intervention (Appendix G 1, G2, G3). Because the Reading Level Intervention was 
considered to be "business as usual" with a wide variety of instructional approaches and 
materials, it was beyond the scope of this study to document precisely what was 
happening during the RLI sessions. The observations were unannounced and spaced 
approximately two weeks apart. Observations took place in each of the Learning Profile 
intervention conditions (fluency, word study, comprehension). The researcher and 
Literacy Coordinator observed each of the tutors together, to provide evidence of inter-
rater reliability. Each ofthe tutors was observed five or six times for 30 minutes each 
time. When compared, the checklists demonstrated that the two observers agreed 94% of 
the time and that overall; tutors were following the lesson plan with fidelity at least 75% 
of the time. Fidelity improved over time, as tutors became more accustomed with the 
lesson plan and comfortable being observed and rated by two supervisors. Detailed 
individual feedback was provided to the tutors immediately following each observation. 
Tables 8 & 9 provide summaries of this data. 
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Table 8 
Fidelity of Implementation 
Intervention Observer 1 &2 Percent Agreement 
Fluency 81,95,86,95,95, 100,100,100 94 
Comprehension 100,100,100,96,100 99 
Word Solving 80,95,95 90 
Total number of 
observations 16 94 
Table 9 
L 1 flm I t f eve o lpl emen a ron 
Intervention Tutor 1 Tutor 2 Tutor 3 
Fluency 82, 81, 100 94,100,94,94 
Comprehension 100,94 100, 100 100,94 
Word Solving 75, 80, 100 
Total number of 
observations 5 6 5 
To document the nature of instruction for the Learning Profile treatment group, 
tutors kept daily lesson plans and logs. The daily logs included lesson components and 
comments on student responses, types of errors and successful application of strategies 
taught. These logs were referenced during weekly planning meetings to help guide 
planning for the following week. They also used stop watches to keep them on track with 
the designated time allotments for a particular intervention plan. To document the amount 




The purpose of the study was to examine the effects of providing instructional 
interventions based on individual learning profiles on the subsequent reading 
achievement of fourth-grade struggling readers. Additionally, I was interested in the 
potential differential effects of each of the conditions based on the size of the 
achievement gap. In this chapter I will present the findings from several statistical 
analyses conducted to determine the impact of the interventions. 
To test the hypothesis that one or more independent variables had an effect on the 
outcome variables, a one-way analysis of co-variance (ANCOVA) was performed to 
examine differences in the equality of means between groups at posttest. A General 
Linear Model procedure in SPSS version 21 was performed setting the intervention 
condition (reading level condition or learning profile condition) as the fixed factor, the 
post-test performance measures (subtests of the Woodcock-Johnson III, Reading Fluency 
Indicator, and Test of Word Reading Efficiency) as the dependent variables and the 
classroom teacher, attendance, and English Language Arts MCAS performance level as 
the covariates. No statistically significant interactions at .05 level were found, leading 
me to accept the null hypothesis that there were no significant overall differences 
between the conditions. 
Next, I examined the means and standard deviations for the LPI and RLI on 
pretest measures. These results are depicted in Table 10. Independent samples t-tests 
with Scheffe corrections were first run for each group and each task to determine if there 
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were any differences between performance on each of the measures at the outset of the 
study. Large standard deviations on all measures of the RFI, TOWRE and classroom 
benchmark indicated a wide range of performance within each condition supporting the 
position that individual student literacy profiles vary widely. The two groups differed 
statistically on the Woodcock-Johnson III word identification subtest (t = 3.35; p<.002 
and the Woodcock-Johnson III comprehension subtest (t = 2.22; p<.03) in favor of the 
RLI group at the outset. 
Table 10 
C P T tM omparmg re- es easures 
Measure Reading Level Learning Profile Independent 
Intervention Intervention Samples t-test 
significance 
Fluency Bnchmark 98.6(19.2) 98.3 (22.7) ns 
Comp Bnchmark 65.2 (12.5) 64.2 (11.3) ns 
RFI comp 73.8 (21.6) 63.0 (26.0) ns 
RFiwcpm 87 (20.8) 88.6 (19.9) ns 
TOWRE 
sight words 55.4 (18.0) 50.4 (22.0) ns 
nonsense words 48.0 (21.8) 38.0 (19.2) ns 
total word reading 52.2 (22.0) 43.0 (22.7) ns 
Woodcock-Johnson III 
Word ID 4.5 (0.7) 3.8 (0.6) t=3.34; p<.002 
Word analysis 3.6 (0.7) 3.1 (0.7) t=2.22; p<.03 
Comprehension 5.0(2.1) 4.2 (1.6) ns 
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The means and standard deviation for the LPI and RLI on posttest measures are presented 
in Table 11. There were no significant differences between the treatment group and the 
comparison group at posttest suggesting that students in the LPI group made greater gains 
on the Woodcock Johnson III word identification and comprehension measures given that 
any significant advantage to the comparison group at pretest was no longer present at 
posttest. 
Table 11 
C P t T tM omparmg os- es easures 
Measure Reading Level Learning Profile Independent 
Intervention Intervention Samples t-test 
significance 
Fluency Bnchmark 117.3 (20.8) 114.4 (19.0) ns 
Comp Bnchmark 66.3 (10.4) 63.5 (11.5) ns 
RFI comp 92.9 (11.6) 89.1 (14.7) ns 
RFI wcpm 114.7 (21.8) 110.8 (19.0) ns 
TOWRE 
sight words 73.5 (21.9) 66.4 (20.8) ns 
nonsense words 62.0 (25.2) 57.6 (23.6) ns 
total word reading 70.3 (23.8) 64.8 (23.7) ns 
Woodcock-Johnson III 
WordiD 5.1(1.1) 4.7 (0.9) ns 
Word analysis 6.2 (2.6) 6.3 (2.4) ns 
Comprehension 4.8 (1.5) 5.0 (1.3) ns 
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The results of a paired samples t-test comparing the pre and posttest mean scores on all 
measure in both conditions are presented in Table 12. 
Table 12 
c ompanng pre- an d t t t pos - es measures 
Measure Reading Level Learning Profile Paired Samples 
Intervention Intervention t-test 
significance 
RFI wcpm 27.67(21.82) t=5.8; p<.03 
22.22 (20.16) t=5.3 ; p<.03 
TOWRE 
sight words 18.14 (18.13) t=4.59; p<.002 
16.0 (21.24) t=3.61; p<.01 
nonsense words 14.0 (15.23) t=4.21; p<.002 
19.65 (18.45) t=5.11; p<.002 
total word reading 18.05 (16.13) t=5.13; p<.002 
21.74 (19.17) t=5.44; p<.002 
Woodcock-Johnson III 
WordiD .62 (.67) t=4.23; p<.002 
1.19 (1.22) ns 
Word analysis 1.19(1.31) t=4.15; p<.002 
2.09 (1.5) t=6.68; p<.002 
Comprehension 1.23 (1.12) t=5.24; p<.002 
1.89(.93) t=9.7; p<.002 
The results from the paired samples t-test illustrates the relative effect size of the two 
conditions on each of the measures. Overall, students made significant gains as a result 
of both conditions. Examination of the results revealed the following trends. At posttest, 
the RLI group outperformed the LPI group on the Reading Fluency Indicator t = -5.8, 
p<.03 versus t = -5.28, p<.03 , and the Test of Word Reading Efficiency- Sight Words, 
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t = -4.59 ,p<.001 versus t = -3.61 , p<.Ol. The LPI outperformed the RLI on all other 
measures (Test of Word Reading Efficiency-Nonsense Words and Total Word Reading; 
Woodcock-Johnson III, word identification, word analysis and comprehension). 
The pre and posttest mean growth comparisons between the LPI and RLI are 
illustrated in Table 13. Mean differences were computed by subtracting the mean at 
prettest from the mean at posttest. These results document that the RLI group 
demonstrated a greater mean growth on both fluency measures (benchmark and RFI) and 
the TOWRE-Sight Word Measure while the LPI group demonstrated a greater mean 
growth on both comprehension measures (RFI and W -J III) and the remaining phonics 
measures. 
Table 13 
M G thC ean row ompanson 
Measure Reading Level Learning Profile 
Intervention Intervention 
RFI wcpm 27.7 (-18 to 66) 22.2 (-8 to 84) 
TO WRE sight word 18.1 (-3 to 49) 16.0 (-22 to 47) 
TOWRE non word 14.0 (-4 to 54) 19.6 (-3 to 49) 
TOWRE total word 18.1 (0 to 58) 21.8 (-9 to 66) 
WJ word analysis 1.2 (-.4 to 2.7) 2.1 (.4 to 4.7) 
WJwordiD .6 (-.03 to 1.9) .9 (0 to 1.9) 
RFI comp 19.1 (-.25 to .50) 27.1 (-.25 to .75) 
WJ comp 1.2 (-.5 to 3) 1.9 (0 to 3.7) 
Given the lack of significant findings between the two intervention conditions, I next 
turned to examining the differences between groups at post-test taking varying profiles 
into consideration. Table 14 illustrates these results. 
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Table 14 
Outcomes accor mg to earmng pro 1 e on en rry d" I fil t 
Fluency Comp Word Study 
(Reading Fluency (Woodcock- (WoodcockJohnson 
Indicator) Johnson III) word analysis) 
Reading Level 114.7 (74-143) 4 .8 (2.7-5.8) 6.2 (3 .1-12.1) 
Intervention 
n=21 
RLI profile 113.6 (90-138) 4.3 (2.7-5.8) 3.98 (3.1-5.1) 
n=8 n=8 n=5 
Learning Profile 110.8 (76-140) 5.0 (2.7-7.7) 6.3 (2.9-12.1) 
Intervention 
n=23 
LPI profile 110.1 (76-140) 5.3 (3.7-7.7) 4.4 (2.1-6.1) 
n=9 n=8 n=6 
These results reveal an interesting result for students whose weakest area at pre-
test was comprehension. Students who were provided with an intervention plan that 
focused on comprehension (LPI), compared with a less targeted intervention plan (RLI), 
outperformed their classmates by an entire grade level on average. These results did not 
reach significance, based on the wide range of performance and the small sample size, 
but are suggestive of a positive effect on comprehension for fourth-grade students when 
comprehension strategies are targeted. 
Overall, there were no significant differences between conditions at post-test. 
There were, however, significant mean differences for both groups on all pre- and post-
test measures. Both the Learning Profile Intervention and the Reading Level Intervention 
were successful in improving student's reading achievement. Consistent with findings on 
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early interventions (Scammacca, Vaughn, Roberts, Wanzek, Torgesen, 2007), 
interventions for older struggling readers provided by teachers (as opposed to specialists) 
can be effective when on-going professional development and coaching is provided. 
The study also provided evidence for the positive effects of small group size and daily 
interventions in addition to effective classroom instruction for fourth grade students. 
The results of this study extend the research literature (Jenkins et al., 2004; Mathes et al. , 
2005 ; McMaster et al. 2004; Vadasy et al., 2005) to provide preliminary evidence of the 
efficacy of reading interventions for students beyond the primary years. 
Students in both intervention conditions (RLI and LPI) made significant, although varied 
improvements in literacy skills as a result of the additional instruction provided. 
Finally, unlike previous studies that used researcher-developed measures (Wanzek, 
Wexler, Vaughn, & Ciullo, 201 0), this study verified the efficacy of interventions for 




This study was designed to examine the effects of providing targeted instructional 
interventions for struggling fourth-grade students. It sought to explore the differential 
responses to a variety of instructional interventions and to determine the most effective 
match between student skills and instructional variables. The study was designed to fill a 
research gap in providing evidence of the effectiveness of a highly individualized 
instructional model at the fourth grade level (Allington & Walmsley, 2007; Gelzheiser, 
Scanlon, Vellutino & Hallgren-Flynn, 2011; Lipson & Wixson, 2012; Wanzek, Wexler, 
Vaughn & Ciullo, 2010). This topic is important because of the high incidence of 
students who continue to struggle to learn to read beyond third grade, and the need to 
accelerate their learning trajectory to bridge the learning gap between grade-level 
instruction and assessed reading achievement. 
The research question that guided the study was: 
1. Do fourth grade, below-level readers who receive a Learning Profile 
Intervention (LPI) based on their specific literacy needs (fluency, 
comprehension, or word solving) (outperform their peers who receive a 
Reading Levels Intervention (RLI))? 
To answer this question, a one-way analysis of co-variance (ANOCA) was 
performed to test the hypothesis that one or more independent variables (condition, 
classroom teacher, MCAS level) had an effect on the outcome variables (post-test 
achievement scores). No statistically significant interactions at .05 level were found thus 
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accepting the null hypothesis that there were no significant overall differences among the 
various groups or conditions. The results demonstrated that there were no significant 
differences between the Learning Profile and Reading Levels groups and that they were 
both successful in improving student's reading achievement. Additionally, the results 
confirmed that there were no significant differences among performances on posttest 
measures based on student's base-line proficiency as measured by MCAS or classroom 
teacher. 
There was also some evidence that when students were given the opportunity to 
participate in explicit and targeted practice, in addition to effective classroom instruction, 
their skill development in that area (fluency, comprehension) benefited. To further 
illustrate the varied response to the conditions, pre and posttest performance measures 
based on student's individual literacy profiles (comprehension, fluency, word solving) 
were also examined. Students with similar literacy profiles at pretest were compared 
across conditions (reading level and learning profile). The students in the Learning 
Profile Intervention condition made an average of one-academic year's growth in 
comprehension skills when compared with students in the Reading Level intervention 
who had a similar profile at pre-test. These results are provocative, given the critical 
importance of comprehension skills, and could be the result of a Type Two error in the 
the null hypothesis was accepted when the alternative may have been true. It is possible 
that, given a larger sample size, and a longer period of implementation, that the 
differences between these groups may have reached significance. 
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The context of the current study is important to consider in interpreting the 
results. First, it took place within the school setting with students within the same setting 
being treated in substantially different ways. This resulted in some unanticipated 
challenges. First, it became quickly apparent that reading specialists felt that the 
traditional approach to instruction that had long-defmed their teaching was being 
challenged. They believed that their effectiveness was being publicly challenged, and this 
created anxiety and tension. Second, classroom teachers were concerned that they were 
losing the classroom support they had come to expect and depend on, and this caused 
them concern. Third, given the quasi-experimental nature of the study and the need to 
prevent treatment diffusion, I was unable to provide a detailed explanation of how the 
instruction in the LPI condition differed from the instruction in the RLI condition. 
The LPI condition included many of the attributes of successful interventions 
identified by Lipson and Wixson (2012); a coordinated system of support, effective 
assessment resulting in responsive instruction, alignment of the core instructional 
program, and increased opportunity for instruction. Teachers at the fourth-grade-level 
face two challenges: they must address the instructional needs of students who have a 
history of reading difficulties, and they must also address the needs of students who have 
been reasonably successful readers in the primary grades but experience difficult when 
confronted with increasingly complex text of the intermediate grade curriculum (Wanzek 
et al. 2010). By providing assessment driven, responsive instruction, the varied needs of 
learners at this grade level can be more effectively met. In addition, students at this grade 
level demonstrate increasingly individualized patterns of mastery of literacy skills and 
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this range of performance characteristics needs to be taken into account when designing 
effective interventions (Buly & Valencia, 2002; Gelzheiser et al., 2011). The results of 
this study confirm and illustrated the wide range of performance characteristics among 
the participants in the study. 
The unanticipated challenges described above and the study implementation also 
provided a rich context within which to examine the conditions that exist in a typical 
school setting that may, if not addressed, present challenges to the effective 
implementation of instructional interventions. The challenges inherent in implementing 
an effective instructional intervention plan are many; sustainability, training/coaching of 
tutors, scheduling, collaboration and trust, dispelling the legacy of labels, pacing, ongoing 
progress monitoring resulting in changes to intervention plans, and teacher expertise. 
A recent report prepared for the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education (O'Reilly, Brigham and Loeb, 2013) delineates four strategies 
employed by highly effective Title One schools; effective school leadership, structures 
for collaboration, using data to inform instructional practice, and personalized instruction 
for students. 
(i) Effective school leadership. This includes creating a schedule that places a 
priority on uninterrupted blocks of instruction and a clearly articulated plan for 
the use of support personnel within the building to most effectively provide 
targeted instruction for struggling readers. The schedule reflects the priorities 
within a building. In the current study, the schedule had not been developed to 
promote flexible grouping. Teachers were accustomed to arriving in September 
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and working with special education teachers, and reading specialists to develop 
their classroom schedules. This included identifying when support would be 
provided in classrooms as dictated by Individual Educational Plans (IEPs) and 
reading support from the reading specialist for previously identified students. 
Specialist's schedules and music lessons also had an impact on common English 
Language Arts (ELA) blocks. The challenge of identifying thirty minute pull-out 
blocks was enormous, and even more so for the treatment groups where students 
were grouped by profile and were coming out of different teacher's classrooms. 
ii) Structures for collaboration. Teachers and support personnel need time built 
into their schedules for shared planning, articulation, and modeling of effective 
interventions and strategies. In the current setting, many teachers continue to 
work independently of each other. They have become accustomed to receiving 
support from a Reading Specialist or Special Education teacher for students who 
have been identified as needing extra help. This help is often provided based on 
scheduled times in pre-determined classrooms, and not based on student need in 
response to on-going progress monitoring. The role of the reading specialist is 
another support system that is central to the successful implementation of a 
sustainable intervention program. Working with teachers to change the culture to 
allow the most struggling students in a grade level to get the support they need is 
essential to the success of a targeted intervention program. 
iii) Using data to inform instructional practice. Educators need training in learning 
how to interpret the variety of assessment results available to them. Progress 
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monitoring, diagnostic and formative assessments must be used to inform 
instructional practice. 
iv) Personalized instruction for students. One response to looking at performance 
data may result in "flexible and fluid small groups of similar students, which 
facilitates differentiating instruction and developing more personalized learning 
environments for students" (O'Reilly et al., 2013 p ii). The study provided some 
preliminary descriptive support for this approach. Planning for this approach to 
fluid student groups requires foresight on the part of administrators and 
collaboration on the part of educators. 
Limitations of the study 
One of the limitations of the study was that it did not include students receiving 
reading services from special education. If one of the arguments stated was that there is 
an over identification of students found eligible for reading services, it would have been 
useful to include students so identified to see how they responded to highly 
individualized instruction. 
The increase in individualized instruction was a result of extensive training of the 
tutors, and the opportunity they had each week to meet with the Literacy Coach to plan 
the subsequent week's lessons. Additionally, the Literacy Coach and I provided ongoing 
progress monitoring data to provide evidence to support maintaining or changing the plan 
as well as modeling specific instructional strategies. Any attempts to integrate these 
fmdings within a school setting would require a similar amount of professional 
development. 
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Another limitation was that the instruction during the Reading Level Intervention 
condition was not observed, limiting the certainty regarding what types of instruction 
were taking place during those sessions. 
Questions for future research 
This study provides preliminary, descriptive evidence of the potential for 
providing effective and targeted interventions for struggling fourth grade readers using 
highly trained tutors who have access to a Literacy Coach. Future research could 
replicate the study having already followed the scheduling recommendations with a 
larger sample to include observations of the Reading Level Intervention condition. In 
addition, it is important to know if students who have been found to be eligible for 
Special Education services in reading would respond positively to targeted differentiated 
instruction. 
Collected fmdings suggest that the goal of providing effective instruction such 
that the majority of students meet grade level expectations is an attainable one given what 
is known about the teaching of reading. The challenge is for educators to work together to 
meet the needs of all learners and that both prevention and acceleration becomes part of 
the fabric of our schools. By working together to share expertise there is a greater 
likelihood of program coherence (Newman et al. , 2001), shared decision-making, and the 
potential for preventing reading failure for most children. The challenge for general 
educators is in accepting responsibility for student learning and realizing that 
identification for special education does not solve the problem. The challenge for special 
educators is in accepting that students who struggle to learn do not necessarily have a 
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"disability". Working together, we can identify students' learning needs and the tools 
and professional development teachers need to provide both students and teachers with 
effective instructional environments. 
We know what we need to do as a system. The focus needs to go beyond the 
classroom, to include the district. At the district level, priorities and funding must be 
made based on data and an integrated professional development plan that aligns with the 
identified needs. At the school level, schedules must be developed to maximize 
opportunities for collaboration between teachers, time embedded for small group 
interventions to take place, and ELA blocks that allow for a flexible grouping model. At 
the classroom level teachers need to work together to share resources (including 
personnel) to ensure that our most struggling students have access to effective academic 
support that classroom teachers share in the responsibility for providing differentiated 
instruction and that ongoing progress monitoring results in changes to instructional plans 
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You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Cathy MacLeod M. Ed. 
and Jeanne Paratore Ed. D. at Boston University, because you are the parent of a 
struggling reader in fourth grade. Your participation is voluntary. You should read the 
information below, and ask questions about anything you do not understand, before 
deciding whether to participate. Please take as much time as you need to read the consent 
form. You may also decide to discuss participation with your family or friends. If you 
decide to participate, you will be asked to sign this form. You will be given a copy of this 
form. 
PURPOSEOFTHESTUDY 
The purpose of this study is to examine the relative effectiveness of small group (2-3 
students) interventions that have been designed to meet individual learner' s needs based 
on careful analysis of student reading assessment results. Insights gathered from the 
results will be used in writing a dissertation, which will be read by my dissertation 
committee at Boston University's School of Education. The results will also inform the 
district regarding how best to meet the needs of students who struggle to learn to read. 
STUDY PROCEDURES 
If you agree to allow your child to participate in this study, your child will be assessed 
using individually administered reading assessments at the school. All study participants 
will then be randomly selected (much like tossing a coin) to either the tutoring condition 
or will continue to receive their current classroom instruction. If selected for the tutoring 
condition, your child will participate in a daily 30-minute instructional block in a group 
of 2-3 students. Instruction will take place on a pull-out basis in a classroom with one 
other teacher and an additional small group of students. There will be two teachers and a 
maximum of 6 students in the classroom. A team made up of your child's tutor, the 
literacy coach and myself will design the instruction your child receives during the 
intervention block. Progress will be monitored weekly and the intervention plan and/or 
group will change based on your child's progress or lack thereof. The literacy coach and 
the researcher will observe tutoring on a weekly basis to monitor fidelity to the teaching 
plan and provide additional coaching as needed. Individual intervention plans will be 
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shared with you at an exit interview at the end of the study. In either case, you will have 
full access to all assessment data at the conclusion of the study for all participants. 
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS 
Your child' s participation in this study is voluntary. Your child may feel uncomfortable 
having to leave the classroom. Therefore, you have the right to withdraw your child from 
the study at anytime. In the event you choose to withdraw your child from the study all 
information provided by your child will be omitted from all research analysis and the 
final written dissertation. 
POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY 
The potential benefit to the subject includes improved reading ability that affects all areas 
of the curriculum, improved self-esteem, and improved attitude towards school and 
learning. 
The results of this study have the potential to inform current practices in the school 
district. Classroom teachers, specialists and tutors can be trained in interpreting 
assessment data and determining the most effective instructional match for struggling 
readers 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Any identifiable information obtained in connection with this study will remain 
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission or as required by law. 
The members of the research team, the funding agency and the Boston University 
Institutional Review Board may access the data. Information from this study and study 
records may be reviewed and photocopied by the institution and by regulators responsible 
for research oversight such as the Office of Human Research Protections, and the Boston 
University Institutional Review Board. The IRB reviews and monitors research studies 
to protect the rights and welfare of research subjects. 
The coded study data will be stored in a database on the researcher' s password protected 
computer in a separate file. The coded study data will be used for data analysis. The 
researcher will maintain any links to individual student names in a locked desk file in her 
office. The master code linking names of subjects to the code will be kept separate from 
the research data. At the completion of the study, the data will be stored on a separate 
flash drive, clearly labeled and stored by the researcher in a locked desk file for a 
minimum of three years. When the results of the research are published or discussed in 
conferences, no identifiable information will be used. 
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
Your participation is voluntary. Your refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss 
of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You may withdraw your consent at any 
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time and discontinue participation without penalty. You are not waiving any legal claims, 
rights or remedies because of your participation in this research study. 
INVESTIGATOR'S CONTACT INFORMATION 
You are encouraged to ask questions or raise concerns about the nature of the study or the 
methods I am using. Please contact me at any time at cmacleod@easton.k12.ma.us or 
508-230-3200. You may also contact my faculty advisor, Dr. Jeanne Paratore, at 
jparator@bu.edu or 617-353-3285. 
RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT- IRB CONTACT INFORMATION 
If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about your rights as a research participant 
you may contact the IRB directly at the information provided below. You may obtain 
further information about your rights as a research subject by contacting the Boston 
University Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects Research at 617-358-6115 or 
irb@bu.edu. 
I SIGNATURE OF RESEARCH pARTICIPANT 
I have read the information provided above. I have been given a chance to ask questions. 
My questions have been answered to my satisfaction, and I agree to participate in this 
study. I have been given a copy of this form. 
Name ofParticipant 
Signature of Participant Date 
SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR 
I have explained the research to the participant and answered all of his/her questions. I 
believe that he/she understands the information described in this document and freely 
consents to participate. 
Name of Person Obtaining Consent 
Signature of Person Obtaining Consent Date 
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Appendix B 
Focus of Intervention: _____________ D. ate: _______ _ 
Tutor: 
-----------------










Type of Error D Addition 
D Omission 
D Provided Word 
D Decoding 
Student Name 
Type of Error D Addition 
D Omission 

























Focus oflntervention: COMPREHENSION 
Date: _____________ On Level Text: _________ _ 
Tutor: _______________ ___ 
Skill: 
- ----------------
Strategy: ______________ _ 
Attendance: 
Student Name Day 1 Day2 Day 3 Day4 Day 5 
Time DAY 1 DAY2 DAY3 
5 5 5 
Introduce section Discuss previous day's Summarize/ discuss 
Predict reading and previous day' s 
Activate skilVstrategy focus reading 
Background 
Knowledge 
5 20 Read silently and apply 20 Read silently and 
Introduce Target strategy apply strategy 
Skill and Strategy 
Tutor checks in Tutor checks in 
independently to coach independently to 
application of skill coach application of 
skill 
15 Read silently and 
apply strategy 
5 Written reflection 5 Written reflection 5 Written Reflection 
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Appendix D-Fluency 
Focus of Intervention: FLUENCY 
Date: ________ _ 
Tutor: _________________ Text Level: Grade Level 
Attendance: 
I Studentt;arne Day 1 Day2 Day 3 Day4 Day 5 
Time DAY 1 DAY2 DAY3 DAY4 DAYS 
15 
MIN Introduce Buddy Read Echo Read Buddy Read Echo Read 
section and section from section from 
echo read Day 1 Day 3 
10 
MIN 
Choral read Repeat Read Choral read Repeat Read Choral Read 
same section section same section section same section 
independently independently 
5 Written Written Written Written Written 
MIN reflection on reflection on reflection on reflection on Reflection 
strategy use strategy use strategy use strategy use 
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Appendix E-Word Solving 
Focus oflntervention: WORD SOLVING 
Date: ________ _ 




Student Name Day 1 Day2 Day 3 Day4 Day 5 
Time DAY1 DAY2 DAY3 DAY4 DAYS 
5 Review Sight Review new Review Sight Review new Review Sight 
MIN Words vocabulary Words vocabulary Words 
10 Read Read Read Read Read 
MIN selection of selection of selection of selection of selection of 
on-level text on-level text on-level text on-level text on-level text 
(Note (Note (Note (Note (Note 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
miscues using 0 0 rmscues usrng miscues usrng rmscues usrng rmscues usrng 
sticky notes) sticky notes) sticky notes) sticky notes) sticky notes) 
10 Word Work Word Work Word Work Word Work Word Work 
MIN 
Apply Learn and Apply Repeat Day 2 Apply 
Decoding practice new Decoding Decoding 
strategies to strategies for strategies to strategies to 
Miscues from decoding Miscues from Miscues from 
sticky note multisyllabic sticky note sticky note 
words 
5MIN Written Written Written Written Written 
reflection on reflection on reflection on reflection on reflection on 
strategy used new strategy strategy used new strategy strategy used 
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Appendix F-Fluency (plus Comprehension) 
Focus oflntervention: FLUENCY (+comprehension) 10-10-2012 
Week of: _________ _ 
Tutor: _________________ On Level Text: 
Attendance: 
Student Name Day 1 Day2 Day 3 Day4 Day 5 
Time DAY1 DAY 2/3/4/5 
5 Fluency Passage Hand out un-marked passage. Tutor 
MIN Phrased Text Lesson reads while students follow along. 
Hand out cued text Choral read. 
Tutor reads 
Choral read 
10MIN a. Choral Read a new section Reinforce target 
comprehension skill and strategy 
b. Independently Repeat Read this 
section with whisper phone Read silently and apply strategy 
c. Tutor uses echo reading to model Tutor checks in independently to 
as needed coach/model application of skill 
10Min Introduce target a) Choral Read a new section 
comprehension skill and strategy b) Independently Repeat Read this 
section with whisper phone 
Model application of strategy while c) Tutor uses echo reading to model as 
reading chorally needed 
5MIN Written reflection on strategy use Written reflection on strategy use 
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